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Abstract

- - This study explored the influence of relational intimacy on
choice of interpersonal conflict strategies, Subjects indicated
their likelihood of engaging in 42 different'behaviors,guring ar.
interpersonal coriflict, - Factor analysis revealed -three general
conflict strategies: ‘Destructive; Constructive, And Avoidance,.
ANOVA results showed- that acquaintances were sipnificantly mor:
likely than strangers to utilize constructive strategies, and
intimates were sipgnificantly more likely than acquaintances to
use such strategies. Intimacy level accounted for 17 percent of
the variarnce in trde use of:constructive strategies., A main effect
was rniot found for the other two factors, ) : ~
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Interpersonal'Conglict:
Relational Stratégies and lntimacy
Conflict is an inevitable and significant feature of human
\ reiationships. Interpersonal conflict may.be conceptuaiiieo as
"an expressed struggle between atileast two interdepéndonf parties,
who perceive incompatibie goals, scarce rewgrds; and interference
| from the other party in achieving . their goals® (Frost & Wiiﬁot
1978, p. 9). It is clear that perceived &ifferences are endemic
to interpersonal relationships. Regarding intimdte relationships,
Bach and-Wyden (1968) argue that: .’ -

The dream of romantic Biiss-ff an anachronistic hangover

from the Vlctorlan etiquette that tried to create gentlemen

and gentleladies by social pressure; But the ndtibﬁ'that a

'brlng about authentic harmony is a preposterous myth born -

in ;gnorance of the psychologlcal realltwes of human relation-

sbips. Figﬁting is inevitable between mature 1ntimates.

J
harmony itself and come to terms w1th COmpetlng notlons--and

= théré are always competing interests . (p. 26) -

_ ,"1 - [
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Fortunately, conflict is not inherently detrimental. ‘It is widely

“recognized that productive ends are often fulfilled by cénflict.
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iﬁdéed; several authors have' characterized conflict as a necessary'

and uﬁiqua const;tuent of intimacy (Oden; 197@; Altman & Taylor,

1973; Greeley, 1973; Bach & Wyden, 1968). As Doolittle (1976)

explains

2

...tne fact that conflicts often inspire giéaéé; efforts
and warmer and stronger relationships sugge sts that it is
not conflict that préduces Breakdowns ir communication Bﬁt
the unwillingness or inability to manage and use conflict
for constructive purposes: (p: 10)

‘The constructive or destructive nature of conflict is
exemplified through communication Beﬁaﬁxors.j CéﬁmUhicatich is
central to relational conflict since it "is ‘the means by which
conflicts get socially defined; the instrument through which
1n£iuence in conflicts is exerc1sed, and the vehicle by Wthh
partisans or third partles may prevent manage or resolve confllcts".

(Slmonsf i97hf Ps B)f Jandt (1973) sums up the position well:

"Humans define their relationships by communlcatlon and a relation-=

lShip characterlzed by conflict is a relatlonshlp--hence, a form of

communicative behavlor (p. 2). . | \k

people share, Ironically, as individuals achieve greater levels ;

of intimacy, the potential for conflict increases (Kﬁéii; 1978).
‘This paradox may stem from a number of conditions, including changing
needs and values over- the course of a developing relationship; d
1gréatér vuinérapiiity, dpenneeé;.aﬁ& iﬁtéraepeﬁ&eﬁcé ccﬁceﬁitaﬁt
‘with intimacy; intimacy anxiety (Feldman, 1979) fé?iéétiﬁg’unébhscibus



fears and wishes that accompany intimaey needs, and increased

a

ﬁfpth and accuracy of interpersonai knowiedge and understandlng;
&) Communication behavior in relational conflict exe:

L)
deve}opment— and stabllity (Knapp, 1978 Roloff 1976; Coser, 1956';°

greater depths of 1nterpersona1 Rnowledge,lunderstandlng, and
" predictability (Berger; Gardner, Parksi Schulman, & Miller, 1976;
Berger & Calabrese, 1975; Miller & Steinberg, 1975), it can be
assumed that individuals in intimate relationships are likely to
be more successful than non-intimates in their ﬁéééégé strategy
choices (¥iller, Boster, Roloff, & Seibold, 1977). Consequently,
successful intimate relationships are more likely to be typified
; by constructive (negentropic) communication behaviors (Krain; 1975).
On the other hand, "It is obvious that some communication
patterns elicit reactions such as fear, distrust, hurt, confusion,
etc. which ﬁééé éiﬁé?%élTééi are unproductive -for relationship
groWéh“ (F¥é§; 1978, p. 14, Bestructive cogfiict behaviors are
likely to weaken or destroy a relationship. Miller and his
colleagues (1977) illustrate an. example:
..:0one might expect that some stratégiés used in noninters
personal tfensactibﬁs would be chosen, at most, infrequently
:in interpersonal relatlonshlps. For ‘instance, strategieé

in brief noninterpersonal confronéatlon.- By contrast, choice

of such strategies in ongoing int personal transactions could

z;




'result in” emotional scars which wouid threaten the stab111ty
and health of the relationship: Hence communicators 1nvolved
in interpersonal relatlonsﬁips spould be reluctant to resort

to,punlshment strategles;;.a; (p; 38) o ' N

Thus examining conflict behavior as be1np constructive or destruct1vef

18 conS1stent with a developmental V1ew of: 1nterpersonal commuricatlon

) ‘ Coristructive VS, 5 structlve Strategieq

Several message strategies seem to differentlate éonstructive.

from destructive conflict., Deutseh.(1969) has fioted that:

I ] . . o ] I e s
"Destructive conflict is characterized by a tendency to.expand anrnd

to escalate" (p. 11). 1In escalating conf]ict béffiéé tend to °
polarlze and comncentrate on ach1ev1ng‘&he1r own persora1 Foais.
The result is an automatic trade off: the greater the concern for;
self:fulfilling goals, the less concern for the other perqon and

_the reiationéhiiz In this way, commun1cat1onvbehaV1ors depend uoon

- interpersonal objectives: eiark (1979) found, for example, that |
high self interest was consistently associated.with the exertion
of strong pressure for compliance. o I

'Eééaiatéﬁy'taééiée~afé a?éressivé and cbmpétitive/dh nature,

1nclud1ng 'such behaVIors as thleats, coerclon, manipulatlon deception,
issue- expansxon, and name- calllng (Frost & Wilmot, 1978; Deutsch, 1973).
Coercion is 11ke1y to result in counter coercion and lack of co-= '

operation, thereby escalatlno confllct (Deutsch 1969; Deutsch,

Epstein, Canavan, % Gumpert 1967= Deutsch & Krauss, 1960)“ Hoétiiity

Wilkxns, 1963) Tactics such as sarcasm, insults, and physical

vxolence also typlfy confllct,escalatlon.

‘8’ S




Conflict ésééiéiicﬁ tactics may serve some positive functions
if used jﬁ&iéiéﬁéi&; such as clarifying and focusing issues in the .
dispute. However, harsh or extended use of such tactics is not
vlikely to facilitate relatlonal growth and development Continﬁai‘
'1conflict escalatlon is assoc1ated with relational de escalatlon ard

décaV.‘ fPeople normally do not seek to maintain reiationships;with

others who deceive or force them into changing" (Roloff & Barnicott,
59?éf p: 41), Coercive and gaaétivé £aetiés t&biéaliy characterize
’(Baush; Barry, Hertel; & Swaln; 197&; Locke; 1951; 6rt; 1950)
Threats tend io_inducé defensiveness (Deutsch, 15655 and are more
iikéiy:in noninterpersonal réiationships {Miller et al., 1977).

krain (1975) found that entrop1c forms of communication (defined as
hostile them exp101tatlon, and teas1ng) were relatlvely more
frequent in early versus advanced stages of datlng. He concluded
"that such tact1cs prevent "the processes which establlsh ma1nta1n, .
and repair romantic relationshlpS....Under such COndlthﬂS relatlon-
ships cannot progress toward greater c0mm1ttedness and affectlon,

and cannot escalate toward serlousness;:engagement; and marrlager
(p. 611). L ’ . .
1t *seens reasonablesthat: greater levels of intimacy entail
more corstructive forms of Sonflict. Instéa& of %hfea%s and
2 I I

coercion ratzonai d1scussion and a%gument are uSed to Lac111tate
000perat10n ahd compromise; Thisg corresponds to wnat Fxlley (JQ?Q)

identifies as the bféhiéﬁ—soiver style Qf doing conflict:

o 3
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relétionsﬁip and to meet Hfs.own goals by searching for

solutIons which are mutually aééeptéﬁlé: He Beiieves that
s

wWhen a single party dominates; and acknowledges the reality.
of facts and feelings as é ﬁééééééfy tngredient féf the
resolution of conflict, He deals With others in'a trusting,
open; and candid ways: (pp. su 55).

In. oréér to reduce conflict, one must have a greater regard Tor

the relatlonshAp and consequently incur greater self= r1sR éqt

.the payoff of self—rlsk i§ signlficant As-Roloff (1976) maintalns,

"Pros001al modes of confllct reSolutlon [}n the form of ‘open and

xatlonal discuss1oéJ are likely to f301lltate relational growth

and development" (p. 179).

One element of constructlve confllct is open and mutual trust

_(Képlan, 1980; Dool1ttle, 1976; Deutsch 1973). & trusting atmos-
_ phere is ﬁééégéa;§'fa encourage individuals to take the existential

frisk inVOIVed in open, constructive confrontation; Tr&st in

relationshlps d1sp1aces the destructxve benavxors of threats and
defens1veness;,thereby enhanc1ng problem—solv1ng potential (Filley;

i9755; In addition, trust is conducive to relationshlp malntenance

wﬁéfééé éagpiéiéﬁ ig inhibitive (Deutsch~ 1973)

poSItive~messages; ﬁlexander (1970) reported that "Problem orierted .

communicatxon is optlmally effective in achleving reductions in

éonflictf Messages intended to sesk another! s,éplnion, state one's

owri oplnion; or obtain or g1We restatement.reflect siuch an orienta-

tion and were positively associated with conflict reduction® (p. 137).

EX
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It was also reported by Alexander that supportive communication

w

(Gibb, 1961} had a positive effect on the reduction of conflict,

These .findings are consistent with those of Billings (1979) who
found that "maritally distressed couples make more negative and
fewer pbsﬁtive‘cognitivé and prqbleh:salving ccmmuhications in .
coriflict situations than those reporting a satisfactory Earriégé",

(p. 37%). Other studies have also iﬁdicated'that distrésséd couples

~display higher le fﬁ: of aversive behaV1or and lower levels of

P

posltive relnforcement (Patterson, Hops, & Welss 1975).
~—

-

‘messages.~ Just as~hostlle behaV1or is llkely to draw_a hostile

response, positive messages are likely to éliéit positive résﬁonsés;

In fact, "In most couples, a positively toried mode of response by

one partner ta\the other s aggression evokes\a shift ié the other s
subsequent respg&se" (Raush et ai.; 197&) Theréfdré; positive
messages by elther member af a dyad are likely to preVent or  reduce

a potentlally %estructive cycle of conflict Consequently, it is

cated as the ¥§ngle most 1mportant description of goodhharriages

iﬁ the clinlcal literature (Azrln et al.,_1973 Lederef & Jackson
1968 Rappapert & Harrell, l9’72i Stuart, 1969; Weiss et al., ]0’5)" a
(p. nss); Thus it would ,seem that:posit;vely-toned messages :
facilitatelmdre prbductfve_relatjonshiis between partneys in cortitets

A final aspect of constryctive versus deStructive conflict

concerns the'strategy of avoidance, As with most Strategles,

avoidance of conflict is ocpasiorally appropriate; such as when ;
two people disagree on fundamental value positionsi TWo indivrduals

\ .
. 7

" . s
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that Gottman, Markman * and Notarius (1977) reported - .



can nutually agree to disagree. in thei? co-orientation and still
maintain a: mutuaiiy satfsfylng relationship (Lain?, Phillipson &
Lee; 1966). But this 18 riot 1ikély to occur very often in an intlmate
réiationship; Signlficant disagreement on\basic value positions
would indicate a degree of incompatibllltv. Avoidance of conflict
in advariced stages of 1nt1macy tends to be frustratlng and dys-
functional (Bach & Wyden, 1968; Greeley, 1973) Therefore, conflict
avoidance is usually characteristic. of the first stagesiof reia:.’ '
tionship development (Frost & Wilmot, 1978) and is more liKely in -
relationships involving low commitment (Fitzpatrick & Winké 1979)
. In addition; general avoidance stratedles often pervade decaylnp
& reiationsnips (Br{adfordi 1980i Baxter,f1979a, Baxter, 1979b Knatp,.
- 1978). éieariy, in more intimate relationships* confiict engaﬁemént

offers the opportumity for expression of otherwise inhxbited feeiin?s

i

and tnoughts; Constructlve conflict engagement may indeed be ari

‘index of relationship stabllity (Angeli; 1965; Coser, 1956; Kaplan

1980). Fp%fhé};‘aé§é1§'é6ﬁﬁﬁﬁicétiﬁg dfsagreements tends‘to reduce
. hostility (Thibaut & Coules; 1952). Because conflict epgagement is

more constructlve and creatlve than avoldance, it may algso “offer . -

(Panﬁ¥fpt ali; 1974; pps 209-210). ,Q ;\

Y summary, it is expected that qualltatlve differences in

, "oﬂ'reiationship development;szhe p"Sénce of destruct1Ve,com—
@ 9

munication behaviors inhitits the e Calatlon of relatlonshlps ‘to

higher .levels of intimacy (Krain, 1 1975)., Slnce intimacy level

is indicative of relational success; it may’ also be indicative of
- “ "%2‘ N L
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success 'in relational confliet béhavior, Consequently; the followins

research hvpothésis‘is adduced ;

Hi: Greater levels of intimacy are characterlzed by more”
messapge strategies associated with constructive rather
than destructive conflict.

Constructive strategies include conflict reduction, rational
L , , o . S L
argument, and open and positive messapes. Destructive stratégies
include conflict escalation, use of threats and coercion, negative

messages, and conflkct av01dancet

\¥ o ,Procedures

* Data were collected from 1&3/ﬁ~aer#raduate students enrollea

1n 1ntroductory and 1nterme§’ate Speech Communlcatlon courses,

-AnalyS1s of demegraphlc data revealed that 99 percent of the saﬁﬁlé/

fell within the age group of 18-23. Thirty-séven percent of the
respondents were male; 63 percent female; Subjects consisted of
a5§f§21ﬁétézj 13 péfééﬁt‘ffeéﬁﬁeﬁ; 25 percent sophomores;s4i percent

Questionnaire Construction ' ‘ 7

- -

A L2-item scale was developed after consideriny existing

‘}nstruments (Narwell & Schmitt, 1967 Roloff,; 1976; Fitzpatrick &

Winke, 1979) and relevant literature. The 1ntent Was to construct
EE'

a self-reﬁ%rt measure approprlate for: the conteyt ol‘1nterper°ona1

Id

' conflict; and relatively comprehens1ve 1n terms of potentlal

[ 4

bénavibrs relevant to that context., The questionnalre (Appendlx)

‘s

Wa’ 9&min1stered during regular class t1me.~ Subjects were randomly’

-~

d1stributed among three groups representln? dlfferent levels of

'1nt}ma9y1 (stranger acqualntance 1nt1mate),‘and Were 1nstructea

e
J

; 2
* . : ’ I
L S, s

\

®

;toilmagine serlous confllct ith a person of the correspondlng »L;.;“\



intimacy devel, THe 42 items elicited subjects' judrments reparding

o

their likelihood.of engagini in various behaviors on a-gcalé from

one to fivei ranping;from very unlikelv (1) to very likely (5)

Two Despondents were randomly discarded to achleve equal group°

~

,of 47 for stat1stloal calculations
& L%

‘Preliminary Analysis

Scale items were gusmiEEéa'fa'é

with iterations, utllizing a varimax.

pre

principal factor analysis

rotation.

An item was

consldered to load on a partlcular ﬂactor if it achieveu a weignht

-

of at least 50 on that dlmension with no secondary load:nc

greater than .30.

The orthogonal solution rotateﬁ three deflned factor ' fhe

Table 1 preserts the unrotated factor solut o

resultlng factor loadlnps are preserted in Table 2 Factor 3

clearly represents items associated with destructive patterns of

confllct; sucnvas using insults;

'éﬁouEiﬁE; and - throw

ing something.

threats;

‘force, punlshmeni sarcasm, .

3

?actor 2 reflects ‘items cor:

esponding to$constructiVe confllct behav1or, including cooperatlon,

'compromise negotlation, and trust.

The éhlrd factor contalned 1tems

efiectlnp confllct-av01dance, su H as trvin? to chanpe the Pucvtct

~postponing the iss

"twé; énd thrée we re

'}

one: item on the first WEctor that achleved a weight of *Qﬁeandeas,

virtually urcdrrelated with factors two and . three Yoo

1gnor1ng,the confllct

etc Factors one,.

espectively labeled destructlve tactzcs,---

-

10

Only loaded Item ,'i o
.-

for each factor were utillzed in® subsequent analyses. ~(1his.1ncluded

The 1nternal reliabllity of each factor was compute& usxng

) eoéfficient alpha._
;:consisting of 16 1t

BN
"

The reliablllty for fact

ems w§§ .89,

e
- ot

ifi f,g\cssl'

&y

Factor 2 (construcuive) anﬁ factor 3

hﬂlz

TR
<

-

e
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(avaiééﬁéés; each consxsting of four items, hac re peetxve
* peliabilities of Hh and .7k, : : ‘
Results ' -

-

jn order to test the stated hypothesis, orie=way analyses of

variance were COmputed for each factor, with the level. of intlmacvr

among groﬁos (F = 1 71 df 2, 138) although the means were in

the expected directiﬁn (Table 3) There was a mild decreasing

trend for use of destluctlve COPfllCt tactics w1th 1ncreaS1ng

11

levels of 1ntimacv.f However, all mears were relat1vely low 1n&iéétiﬁ&

that a possible response b1as is present due to the negattve soc1a1

perceptions regarding the items in factor 1 ;

i

~hypothes1s A main effect for level\Qf intimacy was found (F = 14,53;

ar f'é, 138 pl( OOOl) A gg§£:hoc analxsxs of differences amone
means; usinF the Newman Keuls procedure, demonstrated that all

groﬂp means for factor 2 signlficantly dxffered from one another

Computation of eta squared revealed that intlmacy level accounted

r6;417 iééééﬁt of the variance in the use of conctructlve cornflict

tactics.

avoidance behaviors (factor 3) approaclied ¢ 1rnificance (F = 2. 7),
)

afr = 2; i38j ﬁ = ..067). lhere was a trend for Preater levels of

‘ iﬁéiﬁséyféé be aésoéiated with a decrea inp likelihood of conflict

ke

O . | . . i{§

N



o , . _
avojdance, although the main-effect for intimacy level did not

b}

achieve stat*stical signiificance (Table 5).
%
In gereral the results suggest. moderate support for the

hypothe51s that greater levels of intimacv are exemplified by

greaté?‘use of constructive confllct strategies.

E . - s

The -factor analysis was. undertaken to examire if there wes

any svstematic structure ungerlvlnp the diverse items of the

v

reported 1nstrument Thc 24 items whlch loaded on the resu]tlry
thrée rotated factors 1arge1y fulflll theoretical expectatlo“s;
Sehaviers w: re clearlv distlnguzshed according to the1r constructzvc_
. and déStf&étive hétﬁfér Tt is iﬁtefestiig to ﬁoté’ Eoﬁeﬁér, that
avoidance behaviers (factor 3) constituted a unigue diménsion; i.e.,
these fteme did not cluster with destructive items as anticirated;
This implies that avoidance may often be a distinct alternative to
clearlv destructlve or constructlvc strategies. /)
Result wlll be discussed in terms of the three factors that
emerged girce trev comoort well w1th tre initial conceptua112atlor
of cohflict baliavicr. 7
Factor 1 appears to be a hirhly reliable measure of coercive
and maninulative tactics. Intuitively, one would think that since -
fdctor 2 varicd s1pn1!1cantly amony; relational groups, factor i
would §ar§ "1vn111<antly in the opposite direction. In othir iq'\
words, if greater levels of intimacy are associated with preater
use of constructive stratepies, then it is expected that greater
levels of inii~acy nre concomitantly associated with less relimn.-
on destructive strategies. This is not reflected in the datr,

however. The most obvious explanation is that a responce bias i

present because of the perceived socially undeeirable nature’of

14
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{

destructlve behav1ors 2 Thls would expiain why all group. means for
factor 1 were lbw and statlstlcallx undifferertiated, ‘

A second explanation is that relatively énaurihg psychoio:icai

‘factors mayv be correiated with the use of certain conflict stratoelox,

It may be trat destructive strategles are ass001ated with certainr

personality types, in which casé the effect of ‘intimacy level may

becomé secondary. Amone thé psvchological factors which have
récéivéa attention in the conflict literature are® dosmatism
(Roloff & Earnicott 1979; Steinfatt, Selbold & Frye, i§7h);
machiavellianism (Boloff & Barnicott, 1978), infroversion and .
extroversion (Kilmarn & Thomas, 1975), erc=involvement (Sereno &
Mortensen, 1969), self=concept (Neuringer & Wandke, 1966), and
intolerance of ambiguity and risk Eékiig (Rirguette, 1965):

A third reason may also explain why the means ‘did not sig-

nificantly differ among levels of intimacy for factor i. It is

plausible that some subjects perceive themselves to be at a high

level of relationship intimacy; when in fact they are not; or whe:n

' they are in a Féiéﬁiéﬁéﬁiﬁ only temporarily (without realizny it).

As tlme passes it is 11%e1y that some cubgects klll be wé6664 out

and their relatloral partner becomes more accurate and reallsflc 2
(Kerckhoff & Davis; 1962). Thus the stitic view of relational
development in this study is a limitation. If this limitatior is
sigﬁificaatj thern some persons who perceive that they are involved

in highly intimate relatlonshYp will eventually éipé%ieﬁéé relational
détérioratlon THis relationghip decay may even be due in ﬁéiﬁ; ‘

to the use of destructiye conflict behaviors.

i5

‘ p



v,
Factor 2, whlch was actually most closely related to the

stated hypotﬂes1s . demonstratéd the nost sxgnlfleant resuits. Coe

greater reliance on constructive strategies; If the social

déSifaEiiitv feépénse bias.ié at work on this faétéff then sucjeéth
- i

marked the undegirabie items low in factor 1); Such a responsc
Biaé would 6ﬁ&y éaméﬁfia?e si:nifféancé of the fésults; If indéed

-meanu; . i

. Althouph the factor of av01dance (factor 3) did not quite .
acnieve statlstlcal 31gn1flcance ‘some suppog% for an inverse rela—
tnonshlp between this dimensior and intimacy level may be inferred
to the extent that. the means were in thc expected dlrectlon* The
reason that avoidance behavipra.constitute an independent dimension
may be that such Behaviorsiare situationally determinéd;a It is
reasonable that there are times, even in highly intimate relation-
ships, when conflict avoidance is appropriate; Avoidance may be
a temporary strategy which may be used either constructively or
destructibely, depending upon the context;. or it may serve ag an -

alternative to relatlonship escalation or de- escalatxon (1 e.,

maintenance) Nevertheless, the fact that demands for engaging

iﬁ'éaﬁfiiét éfé fézétivézy étfcnﬁef in ionv-térm intimaté relation-=

16
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It is reasonaoie‘that 1ﬁ éértain réiatiaﬁshiis; ’a=*syﬁéfsfia rﬁiéé;

iignored This again p01nts to the need for longltudinai study wnegéﬁ'

-,
A

Viewing the data for all three factors in concert reVeals yeu

another interp“etation. As thne level of intimacy increases, the

use of constructive confiict strategies fﬁcrééées; jet; the use of

destructive and avoidance Strategies remains relatively constant.,
The implication is that a gréater repertoire of conflict behaviors
is availabie to individuals in more intimété relationskhips. Thic is
ééﬁéistéﬁt with data réééﬁtiy reported h? siiiars—(iéBO) An

of the partners for the relationship and for each other-<thus the

motivation to utilize constructive conflict strategies. Oon the other

hand the greater the leVel of relationship intimacy, the stronper

the relation\i bond between partners--ergo the reiatxonship canjik\

more easily withstand the risk of some destructive and avoidar.c

behaviors. Furthermore; the mpre Strategic options one has, the

more one, is able to manage varigﬁs types of conflict 51tuat10ns.

In intimate relationships, it is likely thatLCOmpetit;on or escala-

tion or avoidance of confilict is .sometimes productive and desirable, (

aéﬁéﬁ&iﬁg on the issues involved., In addition, destructive and

15°



\
B

ma1nta1n1ng intimate relationships still seems to be an increased

use of cons%ructive conflict strategles in certain 51tuat10ns;

e
o oo oot T

/quite realist:c._ But overallf tne emp1r10a1 fin&Ings suggest that

.’il' - - . D
‘.increased édnstructive conflict behavior is faciiitative of inter-
personal reiatienshib gfawtﬁ— wﬁéféas eiélﬁsive utiiizatidn of

éénfiict* The data prOV1de conS1derab1e support for the hypothes1

in&ieating that some behaviors do. dlffer in confllct depend:ng or:

arise which are in need of empiriéai ih%éétiéétiéﬁ* One such

genen%lizable. Other,populatlons must be surveyed in an attempt to

repllcate ard compare the findings of this etudy.

conflict. . We should examine how certaxn_behaV1ers affect relat:onal
6dtébmes; » Further, there is a need to assess how other varlatles,

such as relatlonal 1ntent ard fommurxcatlon satisfactlon mealatc

1

the use of conflict strategies. 1t would also seem that strateple*

%

5‘ vary with the_topic of conflict; as well as other situational cen-:

tiﬁ*éﬁéiée; ; o \ .
ting ! =

. % - /

;?_ . -

ié; a é

: the type of relatlonship involved. A number of other questlons now

-

7 Other questlons ¢oncern the stratepie and tactics of relat:nna’

16



of conflict? What patterns of conflict ‘behavior distinguish
decaying relationships from growing ones? And of course there
is the problem of working out a reliable coding scheme to
investigate these questions. Questions and tasks such as these
remain a challenge for interested researchers--a challenge that
hopefully will riot be avoided. -

€

o
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1

g'i;: A ﬁéﬁiﬁﬁléfiéﬁ check on
conducted durlng a pilot test of
sampie consxfted of 39 dlfferent

popuiation as the nresent study.

perceiVed the Ieveis of intlmacy

one’ another (p( 0005) .
\

3

’,,,;, -

the levels of intimey was

the reported instrument,

‘subjects drawn from the

Besults indlcated that

4

51gnif1cantly dlfferent

The
same
subgeéfi

from

2. Kilmann and Thomas (1977) discuss the notion of social

desirability response bias as it relates to conflict measures,
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TASLE 1

Unfétatéa Faétéf Loadings

N

1243
-273
070

';2?3

275
+ 370
+159

C 19k
‘,1,25'

l\' H

l'l

4381
135
.269
.105
.383
. 094
.306

.0

o6
123
. 027
<073
055
J134
1316

;66?

J420

-176"

L1493

1,225

s 549
162
433
7051

o143
- Jl4sy

. 006
2274
.389
.297

-.315

o,n,67
,01

Factor 3

532
029
- 044
099 -
.022
.080
©-,043
o=3152
< lod
.080
.563
-:.,1,8?
= 08h
342
.333
. 066
;015
145
.056
.065
.260
. 566
- -.204
;i?B
. 097
064
;025
112
.124
-,121
.136
142
~0€8
iOlQ

.052
.510
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TABLE 2

Varimax Rotated Factor Loadings

Item . Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
-;lQQ . :-,Otg B -575*
< s537% -.195 s .058
1326 .206 025
6368, . -308 ) -‘Oou
L6h5% .006 .002
- 5h6* . .026 0 =132
JL482% < .001 © -.034
. =.126 .501% 172 .
v o - .607% 2028 S 117 .
.077 -.102 . 638 )
.598% -.082 -.128
1 : =.105_ : 396 -.140
15 | .538% . =231 © 029
17 - . . T 458 -:;071 410,
18 . J712% -:050 137
19 .663% -:255 .150
20° 3wk . 0236 097
21 Jehew - ' -.026 - ' .107
22 . 69‘7' -;086 ' .OOO . .
23 C .243 161 237 ‘e
2k .086 -.149. 658% E
25 .508% . -.236 - 2,099 & o
26 - ;o =222 ' . 509% . =011
27 ' J543% 087 - .111 ' :
, K . -.13L : . 529% c=.1248 0 a
29 . LBbhw 108 .028 g
30 - 336 - ' .018 136
31 . 564 - =315 .. L0170 .o -
32 - 167 o 21 :-286 . } B e
33 | - J591% =216 -.028 R
- 3L . 248 043 -.148
35 i} .088 JLabh .-
36 . 5396 - e ML R i
37 554 % L .201 v 139
38 . 231 415 : 161
39 .039 . 265 - thk
Lo -.090Q ' -
L1 . =.195 . .517% -:106 : »
42 . o Jhash .193 ~.179 : ‘
Eigenvalue . 7.48775 . 81163 2:06576
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CTABLE.3 %

Mean Scores on Factor ‘1

@lstranger/m;\. | Acquaintance . Intimate
36.06 33.85 . 32019

2 . _

&=

3 TABLE 4
N T )
Mean Scorés on Factor 2%:

o

Stranger . Acquaintance ., Intimate

12,94 o thiap e 15085

FAI1 means differed significantly from one another (p ¢-05)

3
< kY

s . . ~  TABLE 5
< oo~ 7 mean Scores on Factor 3

' - p—

Stranger Acquaintance - Intimate
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Iﬁgz}pérsoﬁai_cbnfiiéf/baétics_aﬁa-SEEéEégiés,écéle -

The following questionnaire represents an attempt. to . .
determine how people behave in situations involving
interpersonal conflict. Please read the guestions |
carefully and answer them candidly: -All responses are
éﬁrié£1§ anonymous: Mark all answers 6ﬁithé separate -
‘ answer ‘sheet provided: Do nof make any marks. on this
'« '+ questionnaire. Thank-you for your cooperation.

-

e




- |
"Imazine someone whom you consider to be a. close and familiaf

intimate. You should have ‘an affect1onate or loving- personal
. relationship with this person, KXeep this. individual in min?f

'as you respond to the. following questlons..«

-

"7—,

‘ ﬂ

-§9ns;ger conflicts (that isl signiflcant disagreements) you 4fqiﬁ"‘““
- rmay have with the particular person you have. imagined. Th;n}c, PR
- gbout_how you gct and respgndf;gyardfghis person whef you ‘have.
conflicts with them; _Try to recall specific examples of your

behavior. 'Also try.to imagine how. you would act with this
person during future conflicts.; v

7

' . : - . o o A’; ;F - ;;- o '7'”:
Qnitggifgllgwxng scalesl plegsevindicate our'&ikelzhood of :
peggogggng each behavior in the event of: significant confiict
with the intimate person you are thinking of* In .each and VAR

- . every case, blacken:the appropriate’ number frOm one to five -
.+~ “on the answer sheet provided* e e e . :
- ' S S UNLIKELY -~ LIKELY

.- 1. TRY TO CHANGE THE SUBJECT - 1 - ‘2 3 4.5

3., INSULT THE OTHER _bééé'oii a1 2 3 B 5
4. cALNLY. DISCUSS THE ISSUE 1 2 3 ke 5
. e .,,;,,,,,‘ S .:, . ) - o . ‘; : 7
4 - 5. PLEAD WITH THE OTHER PERSON 1 .~ 2 3 4 5
6. rpoUT o~ 1 23 4 5
7. % USE THREATS - - 1 .2°.- 3 4 T3
8, THROW SOMETHING ~ . 1 2 3 4 5
9. SsHOUT | 1 2 -3 4 5
10, COMPROMISE WITH THE 1 2 3 b 5
OTHER PERSON g
. T ‘ : NI A N 5 - .
11. BE SARCASTIC : 1 2 -3  \& . 5

a0
(2




S - . L o - .
- T . .. N B -
- s . P . " S I . L -

7
{

- B . S P : : B 7:”:”;: . R o o »~VQ o
S e ymmy e VERY
ST S . UNLIKELY  LIKELY
" i2.. TRY To POSTPONE THE ISSVE 1. - 2 - 3 » 4 . 5
77 ASILONG AS POSSIBLE oA T T
;13;"HIT THE OTHER PEBSON ; 1 2 3 w5

. !%1‘ S, .7 L . | : ) . ., N i / o -
FRUEIE L1 pxscuss PBDCEDURES ROR o1, 2 3 . & 5
S ’ jHANDLING THE DISPUTE T S

15, TRICK THE: OTHER PERSON e e g s e

(=Y
N

16, ADNIT YOU ARE WRONG' (WHEN 1 2 .3
©7" YOU DO NOT THINK THAT YOU ' .. . ..
REALLY ARE WRHONG)~ ,

(WY
R
W

N i?g_;LIE TO THE OTHER PERSON S R S S
Ceer S TR TR
?;i&,ﬂmthEommRPmmmaﬂfleL L2 .3 s s
- . FEEL GUILTY . . :  ' * oo T S
19, TRY TO EMBARASS‘ THE 1. 2 37 4 - 5
7 omame pERsoN. b o , : o
20, EPBETEND PO BE HURT BY . 1. 2 .37 Ju o 5"
.. “THE OTHER PERSON ‘. . . CoL T T
;‘21: .BBIBE THE‘GTHER PERSON 1 207 a3y 5

P

© 22. FOHCE THE OTHER. PERSON . 1. T 5
T0 ACCEPT YOUR POSITION | SRS

23. BARGAIN WITH THE OTHER 1 2 3 5
- PERSON _ : G
o, Yovons mE 158w 1 L2 3 &3
25.  WIN THE ARGUMENT AT ALL 1 2 3 i 5
COSTS R R

26. COOPERATE WITH THE OTHER 1 2 3. k4 5

- PERSON -

27. FUNISH THE OTHER PERSON 1. 2 5 4 5
28, TRUST THE OTHER PERSON 1 2 3 s s

29. TEASE EHE OTHER PERSON 1 2. 3 L. 5

T

(Y

30. | ACT DEFENSIVE 1 2 3 K 5

e




VERY ' . vERY
UNLIKELY LIKELY

. 31. EXPLOIT THE OTHER PERSON 1 -~ 2 3 4 5
32. DISCUSS THE MATTER OPENLY 1 2 3 b 5 7
33. BE HOSTILE ” r 23 i 5

34, Psas UADE THE'ééﬁéﬁ ?Eﬁgbﬁ i1 - 2 3 & 5

35;- REWﬁRD ‘THE OTHER Pnaséx 1 2 3 4 5

36. LOSE YOUR TEMPER R N S P

37. TRY TO MAKE THE OTHER 1 2 3 4 5

PERSON JEALOUS ‘,(:;v
38— % FLATTER THE 66§EH‘§E§§6& T~ 2 3 4 5

\n

39. ESTABLISH Rﬁiﬁs FOR .1 2 3 L
*. ARGUING . : : ‘ -

40, AVOID THE CONFLICT 1 2 3 4 5
41, NEGOTIATE SR 2 3 b s

42, ESCALATE THE CONFLICT 1 2 3 4 5

e

17 or younger L, 22= 23
18-19 5, 24 or older
20=21

437 What is your. age?

freshman : 5; senior 5
sophomore S5 othor
juni’o’r

44 . What is your class?

ﬁS; What is your sex?

~ 46, “wWhat ts your maritai R s ,
. status? single 4, di?bfééd
married ' 5. widowed
gseparated.

RPN R W e
L 1l

male . 2. female

\A)N)H‘
LI T

Q-
-
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